Dear Editor:
I read with interest the case report and review of the literature on spontaneous spinal epidural hematoma by Babayev et al. [1] . I was surprised that in what appeared to be an exhaustive review of prior cases reported in the literature going back to 1832, the case reported by Vitali and Steinbok in 2008 [2] was missing. I thought that perhaps this was missed in the literature search because the title, content or key words were such that it would have been missed. I went to pubmed and entered Bspontaneous spinal epidural hematoma^and the citation came up. Thus, it is not clear why this would have been missed and I have to wonder how complete is the review done by these authors.
Unfortunately, incomplete or inaccurate citations are not unusual occurrences. One might ignore it and argue that the omission in this case and in many others changes nothing in the conclusion of the article. However, I wish to make the point that accurate and complete appropriate citations are part of being ethical in scientific publications. In 1995, I published an article titled BEthical considerations relating to writing a medical scientific paper for publication^ [3] and in that article, under the section titled BCiting other work^, I made the following comments, which are still relevant and bear repetition: BThe purpose of citations in scientific publications should be: (1) to give credit to previous workers in the field where credit is due, (2) to relate the work of others to the scientific work that is being reported, and (3) to provide direction to the readers regarding literature relevant to the scientific work being published. It is dishonest not to give credit where credit is due, and one must be honest in citing the work of others. It is unethical to omit citing important original work, and to bias citations towards prior publications of colleagues or friends. Citations must be accurate with respect to the content of the cited publications. Too often authors do not read the original article and perpetuate errors made by previous authors who have cited the same article, and this is intrinsically dishonest, since the citation implies to the reader that the author has actually read the cited work.^ [3] .
In this day and age, when electronic searches are so easy to do, there is a little excuse for deficiencies in citing other work. One might argue that the reviewers or editors should pick up these errors, but I think the onus has to be on the authors to cite accurately and fully.
